
 

 II-216 Companies and Organizations 

CO5 – Sane Energy Project (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

CO5-2 Comment noted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

CO5-3 See Section 4.11.1.5 of the EIS and the responses to comments CM1-21 and 
CO11-23. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO5-4 See Section 4.11.1.5 of the EIS and the responses to comments CM1-21 and 
CO11-23.  

 
  



 

 II-217 Companies and Organizations 

CO5 – Sane Energy Project (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO5-5 See Section 4.11.1.5 of the EIS and the responses to comments CM1-21 and 
CO11-23.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO5-6 See Section 4.11.1.5 of the EIS and the responses to comments CM1-21 and 
CO11-23.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO5-7 See Section 4.11.1.5 of the EIS and the responses to comments CM1-21 and 
CO11-23.  The EPA is responsible for regulating radon. 

 
  



 

 II-218 Companies and Organizations 

CO5 – Sane Energy Project (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO5-8 Neither the EPA (http://www.epa.gov/radon/) nor the Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry of the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxprofiles/tp.asp?id=407
&tid=71) have identified irradiated pipelines as a concern in exposure to 
radon.  Additionally, we are not aware of any studies identifying this issue as 
a concern.  

 
 
 
  



 

 II-219 Companies and Organizations 

CO6 – Sane Energy Project 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO6-1 See the responses to comments CM2-32, IND100-1, and CO4-2.   

 
  



 

 II-220 Companies and Organizations 

CO6 – Sane Energy Project (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

CO6-2 Alternative fuels are evaluated in Section 3.2.5 of the EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 

CO6-3 See the response to comment CO4-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO6-4 See the response to comment CO4-2.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

CO6-5 Alternative fuels are evaluated in Section 3.2.5 of the EIS. 
 
 
 

CO6-6 Comment noted. 

 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-221 Companies and Organizations 

CO7 – Clean Air Council 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-222 Companies and Organizations 

CO7 – Clean Air Council (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO7-1 The Commission's jurisdiction relative to upstream production and gathering 
activities is discussed in Section 1.3 of the EIS.  The Council on 
Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) regulations require agencies to consider the 
environmental effects of their proposed actions, including: (1) direct effects, 
which are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place; and (2) 
indirect effects, which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther 
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable (40 CFR 1508.8 
[2013]).  An impact is “reasonably foreseeable” if it is “sufficiently likely to 
occur that a person of ordinary prudence would take it into account in 
reaching a decision" (City of Shoreacres v. Waterworth, 420 F.3d 440, 453 
[5th Cir. 2005]).  Impacts that may result from natural gas production are not 
a “reasonably foreseeable” outcome of the Projects, as the term "reasonably 
foreseeable" is contemplated and defined by the CEQ regulations.  The 
Projects do not depend on additional gas production.  An overall increase in 
nationwide production may occur for a variety of reasons unrelated to the 
Projects, but the location, scale, and timing of such subsequent production 
activities are unknown and too speculative to assume, especially given that 
the supplies that would be delivered by the Projects could originate at any 
number of points along the interconnected interstate natural gas pipeline grid.  
 
Like upstream production, downstream use of natural gas once it is accepted 
by the local distribution company is not regulated by the Commission.  
Additionally, because the Projects primarily would shift existing delivered 
volumes of natural gas and would increase those volumes by a small amount, 
we would not expect a significant increase in GHG emissions within the Air 
Quality Control Region where the natural gas would be used. 

 
  



 

 II-223 Companies and Organizations 

CO7 – Clean Air Council (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO7-2 As described by Transco, the purpose of the Northeast Connector Project is 
to increase capacity on Transco's existing system, which would enable 
Transco to provide National Grid with 100 thousand dekatherms per day 
(Mdth/d) of new incremental natural gas supply as part of the Rockaway 
Project.  Transco has not identified, and we are not aware of, any additional 
upgrades to Transco's system that would be required to support the Projects 
as proposed. 

 
  



 

 II-224 Companies and Organizations 

CO7 – Clean Air Council (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO7-3 As stated in Section 4.13.15 of the EIS, GHG emissions from construction 
and operation of the Projects would be negligible compared to the global 
GHG inventory.  Additionally, as noted in Section 4.13.13.1 of the EIS, 
National Grid estimates that the displacement of fuel oil consumption due to 
the incremental supply of natural gas provided by the Projects could result in 
a daily reduction of 11,357 metric tons of CO2 equivalent, which could result 
in cumulative improvements in regional air quality in New York.   

 
  



 

 II-225 Companies and Organizations 

CO7 – Clean Air Council (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

CO7-4 The referenced sections of the EIS have been updated.  Our conclusions are 
based on the area of impact that likely would be affected, including the area 
of impact for associated facilities, such as power lines, which would be 
needed to bring power to facilities. 

 
 
  



 

 II-226 Companies and Organizations 

CO7 – Clean Air Council (cont’d) 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-227 Companies and Organizations 

CO8 – CUNY School of Law Center for Urban Environmental Reform 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO8-1 See the response to comment CM1-56. 

 
  



 

 II-228 Companies and Organizations 

CO8 – CUNY School of Law Center for Urban Environmental Reform (cont’d) 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO8-2 See the responses to comments CM1-56 and CM1-122. 

 
  



 

 II-229 Companies and Organizations 

CO8 – CUNY School of Law Center for Urban Environmental Reform (cont’d) 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

CO8-3 See the response to comment CM1-56.  Impacts on the hangar complex at 
Floyd Bennett Field and a description of Transco's proposal to rehabilitate 
the structures are discussed in Section 4.10.1 of the EIS.  The Commission, 
NPS, and New York SHPO are reviewing Transco's proposal to adaptively 
re-use and rehabilitate the hangars as required under Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 

 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-230 Companies and Organizations 

CO8 – CUNY School of Law Center for Urban Environmental Reform (cont’d) 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO8-4 See the response to comment CM1-122. 

 
  



 

 II-231 Companies and Organizations 

CO8 – CUNY School of Law Center for Urban Environmental Reform (cont’d) 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO8-5 Comment noted. 

 
  



 

 II-232 Companies and Organizations 

CO8 – CUNY School of Law Center for Urban Environmental Reform (cont’d) 
 

 

 
 
 
 

CO8-6 See the responses to comments CM1-56 and CM1-122. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO8-7 See the responses to comments CM1-19 and CM1-56. 

 
  



 

 II-233 Companies and Organizations 

CO8 – CUNY School of Law Center for Urban Environmental Reform (cont’d) 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO8-8 See the responses to comments CM1-19, CM1-56, and CM1-122. 

 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-234 Companies and Organizations 

CO8 – CUNY School of Law Center for Urban Environmental Reform (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-235 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO9-1 See the responses to comments CM1-1, CM1-14, and CM1-122.   

 
  



 

 II-236 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-237 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-238 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-239 Companies and Organizations 

CO9 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-240 Companies and Organizations 

CO10 – CUNY School of Law Center for Urban Environmental Reform 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO10-1 Section 4.9.7 of the EIS has been updated to include additional information 
on the potential environmental justice area located west of the proposed 
M&R facility.  Also see the responses to comments CM1-1 and CM1-122. 

 
  



 

 II-241 Companies and Organizations 

CO10 – CUNY School of Law Center for Urban Environmental Reform (cont’d) 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-242 Companies and Organizations 

CO10 – CUNY School of Law Center for Urban Environmental Reform (cont’d) 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-243 Companies and Organizations 

CO10 – CUNY School of Law Center for Urban Environmental Reform (cont’d) 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-244 Companies and Organizations 

CO10 – CUNY School of Law Center for Urban Environmental Reform (cont’d) 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-245 Companies and Organizations 

CO10 – CUNY School of Law Center for Urban Environmental Reform (cont’d) 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-246 Companies and Organizations 

CO10 – CUNY School of Law Center for Urban Environmental Reform (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-247 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-1 See the responses to comments CM1-1, CM1-14, CM1-122, CO11-2, and 
CO11-4. 

 
  



 

 II-248 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-249 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-2 While Transco has filed supplemental information, there have been no 
substantive changes to the design of the Rockaway Project that, had we 
known of them prior to the issuance of the draft EIS, would have 
significantly altered our assessment or conclusions.  Where appropriate, the 
additional information filed by Transco has been incorporated into the final 
EIS.  The final EIS has also been modified to address comments we received 
on the draft EIS from cooperating and other agencies and from stakeholders.   

 
  



 

 II-250 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-3 See the response to comment CM1-14.  

 
  



 

 II-251 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-4 As discussed in Section 1.2 of the EIS, five cooperating agencies assisted 
FERC staff in the preparation of the DEIS and FEIS.  As discussed in 
Section 1.3 of the EIS, FERC staff met on many occasions with each agency 
and ensured each agency had an opportunity to review and edit the NEPA 
documents prior to issuance.  See Section 3.0 of the EIS for our alternatives 
analysis. 

 
 
 
  



 

 II-252 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-253 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-5 See the responses to comments CM1-125 and CM2-32. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-6 See the response to comment IND117-5. 

 
  



 

 II-254 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-255 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-256 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-7 See the response to comment CM2-32 and CO4-2.  We note that the report 
by ICF International (2012) did not take into account conversions in heating 
systems from oil to other fuels, including natural gas.  We also note that the 
study projects an increase in demand for natural gas.  The study by Jacobson 
et al. (2013) is discussed in Section 3.2.2 of the EIS. 

 
  



 

 II-257 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-8 Comment noted. 

 
  



 

 II-258 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-9 See the response to comment CM1-85. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-10 See the response to comment CM1-14.  

 
  



 

 II-259 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-260 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-11 See the responses to comments CM1-14 and CO11-4.  

 
  



 

 II-261 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-12 See the response to comment CM1-14.  Section 4.5.2.2 of the EIS has been 
updated based on additional information filed by Transco and comments we 
received from NOAA Fisheries.  Our recommendations regarding impacts on 
Atlantic sturgeon and right whale (may effect, likely to adversely effect) 
have not changed, and we expect that NOAA Fisheries will issue a 
Biological Opinion on the Rockaway Project.  Also see the responses to 
comments CO11-2 and CO11-4.   

 
  



 

 II-262 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-263 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-13 See the responses to comments CM1-56 and CM1-122. 

 
  



 

 II-264 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-14 See the responses to comments CM1-8, CM1-50, and IND22-1. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-15 See the response to comment CM1-8. 

 
  



 

 II-265 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-16 See the response to comment CM1-50. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-17 See the response to comment CM2-27. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-18 See the response to comment CO3-1. 

 
  



 

 II-266 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-267 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-19 Comment noted.  As discussed in Section 4.12.1 of the EIS, the Pipeline and 
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) is responsible for 
ensuring that people and the environment are protected from the risk of 
pipeline incidents.  In New York, this responsibility is shared with the New 
York State Public Service Commission’s Office of Electric, Gas and Water.  
Through certification by PHMSA's Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS), New 
York State regulates and inspects both intrastate and interstate gas and liquid 
pipeline operators, though the OPS is responsible for enforcement actions on 
interstate facilities.  Also see the response to comment CM1-31. 
 
 

CO11-20 The Rockaway Delivery Lateral would tie-in with the 26-inch diameter BQI 
pipeline, which would be operated with a similar Maximum Allowable 
Operating Pressure (MAOP). 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-21 See Section 4.11.1.5 of the EIS and the responses to comments CM1-21 and 
CO11-23.  

 
  



 

 II-268 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-269 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-22 Comment noted.  See Section 4.11.1.5 of the EIS and the responses to 
comments CM1-21 and CO11-23.  
 
 
 
 

CO11-23 The estimate of 30,000 lung cancer deaths due to increased exposure to 
radon is attributed to Resnikoff (2012).  Anspaugh (2012) concluded that this 
estimate is flawed because it assumed that the radon concentration in natural 
gas would be 1,953.97 picoCuries per liter (pCi/L) at the burner tip.  
Anspaugh found that radon concentrations in natural gas in pipelines from 
the Marcellus shale at New York entry points measured between 16.9 and 
44.1 pCi/L and averaged 28.46 pCi/L.  Anspaugh concluded that the radon 
exposure risk due to domestic use of natural gas is small to nonexistent.  
These results are consistent with studies by Johnson et al. (1973), Gogolak 
(1980), Van Netten et al. (1998), and Dixon (2001).  Also see Section 
4.11.1.5 of the EIS and the responses to comments CM1-21.   

  



 

 II-270 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-24 See the response to comment CM1-21.   

 
 
 
 

CO11-25 See the response to comment CO5-8. 

 
  



 

 II-271 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-26 Comment noted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-27 See Section 4.11.1.5 of the EIS and the responses to comments CM1-21 and 
CO11-23.   

 
  



 

 II-272 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-28 Comment noted.  See Section 4.11.1.5 of the EIS and the responses to 
comments CM1-21 and CO11-23.   

 
  



 

 II-273 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-29 See Section 4.11.1.5 of the EIS and the responses to comments CM1-21 and 
CO11-23.   

 
 
 
 

CO11-30 See Section 4.11.1.5 of the EIS and the responses to comments CM1-21 and 
CO11-23.   

 
 
 
 

CO11-31 See the response to comment CM1-21.   

 
  



 

 II-274 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-32 See the response to comment CO5-8. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-33 As discussed in Section 5.1 of the EIS, we believe that environmental 
impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels if the Projects are 
constructed and operated in accordance with applicable laws and regulations, 
Transco’s proposed mitigation, and our recommendations.  The purpose of 
our recommendations is to ensure that information regarding mitigation 
measures is filed prior to construction. 

 
  



 

 II-275 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-34 See the responses to comments CM2-19, CO11-4, CO11-33, and IND10-16. 

 
  



 

 II-276 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-35 Section 4.1.7 of the EIS has been updated based on an assessment from 
Laney Directional Drilling Company confirming the feasibility of Transco's 
proposed HDD crossing of the shoreline at Rockaway Beach.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-36 See the response to comment CM1-1. 

 
 

CO11-37 See the response to comment CM1-122 and text of comment FA3-3. 

 
  



 

 II-277 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-278 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-38 See the responses to comments CO7-1 and CO7-3.  CEQ draft guidance for 
addressing climate change and GHG emissions in NEPA documents states  
“...it is not useful for the NEPA analysis to attempt to link specific 
climatological changes, or the environmental impacts thereof, to the 
particular project or emissions as such direct linkage is difficult to isolate and 
to understand” (CEQ, 2010).  It is not possible to determine what impacts, if 
any, would occur to specific resources as a result of the GHG emissions 
associated with the Projects.  

 
  



 

 II-279 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-39 See the responses to comments CO7-1, CO7-3, and CO11-38. 

 
  



 

 II-280 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-40 GHG emissions due to construction and operation of the Projects are 
discussed in Sections 4.11.1.2, 4.11.1.3, and 4.11.1.4 of the EIS.  GHG 
emissions are expressed in units of CO2 equivalent, which is the aggregate of 
carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide.  Fugitive emissions are 
addressed in Section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS.  The Project design includes a leak 
detection and repair program (see Section 4.12). 

  



 

 II-281 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-41 No emissions due to operation of the Rockaway Delivery Lateral are 
anticipated.  As stated in Table 4.11.1-9 of the EIS, GHG emissions from 
operation of the Rockaway Project would be limited to the operation of four 
pipeline heating units and an emergency generator at the M&R facility.  We 
note that on November 29, 2013, the EPA issued a final rule in the Federal 
Register revising the global warming potential of methane required by its 
GHG Reporting Program to 25, reflecting the most current science.  Also see 
the response to comment CM1-68. 

 
  



 

 II-282 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 II-283 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-42 Comment noted.  Fugitive emissions from Compressor Station 195 are 
included in Tables 4.11.1-10 and 4.11.1-11 of the EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-43 GHG emissions are discussed in Sections 4.11.1.2, 4.11.1.3, 4.11.1.4, and 
4.13.13.1 of the EIS.  Also see the responses to comments CO7-1, CO7-3, 
and CO11-38. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-44 See the response to comment CM1-6.   
 
 

CO11-45 Renewable energy alternatives and the referenced study by Jacobson et al. 
(2013) are discussed in Section 3.2.2 of the EIS. 

 
  



 

 II-284 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-46 See the responses to comments CO7-1, CO7-3, and CO11-38. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-47 See the response to comment CO11-38. 

 
  



 

 II-285 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO11-48 Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in Section 3.2.2 of the EIS. 

 
 
 
 

CO11-49 See the response to comment CM1-68. 

 
  



 

 II-286 Companies and Organizations 

CO11 – Coalition Against the Rockaway Pipeline (cont’d) 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-287 Individuals 

INDIVIDUALS 
IND1 – Karen Orlando 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND1-1 Comment noted.  We determined that the Northeast Connector Project would 
not be necessary and would not be implemented if not for the Rockaway 
Project after Transco filed its application for the Northeast Connector Project.  
Since that time, documents placed in the docket for the Rockaway Project 
have also been placed in the docket for the Northeast Connector Project and 
vice-versa.  Additionally, we have used a combined mailing list for both 
Projects.  Copies of our Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Proposed Northeast Connector Project and Request for 
Comments on Environmental Issues as well as our Notice of Availability of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Rockaway Delivery 
Lateral and Northeast Connector Projects and Notice of Comment Meetings 
were mailed to all parties on the combined mailing list.  Impacts associated 
with both Projects are evaluated in the EIS. 

 
  



 II-288 Individuals 

IND1 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
  



 II-289 Individuals 

IND1 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND1-2 Comment noted.  Applicants are required to submit all of the information 
specified in Part 157 of the Commission's regulations.  As described in 
Section 1.1 of the EIS, the Projects would provide firm delivery lateral 
service of 647 Mdth/d of natural gas to National Grid’s distribution system, 
of which 100 Mdth/d would be incremental (i.e., additional) supply.  Also 
see the response to comment IND1-1. 

 
  



 II-290 Individuals 

IND1 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
  



 II-291 Individuals 

IND2 – Karen Orlando 

 
 
 

 
 
 
  



 II-292 Individuals 

IND2 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

IND2-1 See the responses to comments CM1-12 and CM2-32. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND2-2 See the response to comment CM1-14.  

 
  



 II-293 Individuals 

IND3 – Barbara Pearson 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND3-1 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-294 Individuals 

IND4 – Barbara Pearson 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND4-1 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-295 Individuals 

IND5 – Ava Berman 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND5-1 Comment noted.   

IND5-2 No portion of the Rockaway Project would be built within Jamaica Bay.  
Impacts on vegetation and wildlife are discussed in Sections 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 
and 4.7 of the EIS. 

IND5-3 Section 4.12 of the EIS discusses the localized risks to public safety that 
could result from a pipeline failure and describes how applicable safety 
regulations and standards would minimize the potential for these risks.   

IND5-4 See the response to comment CM1-6.   

IND5-5 See the response to comment CM1-21. 

IND5-6 Comment noted.  Also see the responses to comments CM1-8 and CM1-
50. 

IND5-7 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted. 

 
 
  



 II-296 Individuals 

IND6 – Karen Orlando 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND6-1 See the responses to comments CM1-14 and IND2-1. 

 
  



 II-297 Individuals 

IND6 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-298 Individuals 

IND7 – Barbara Pearson 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND7-1 See the response to comment CM1-34. 

 
  



 II-299 Individuals 

IND7 – Barbara Pearson (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-300 Individuals 

IND7 – Barbara Pearson (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND7-2 The M&R facility would be located in an urban area along a major 
roadway (Flatbush Avenue), which is lined with street lights.  Operation of 
the facility is unlikely to result in significant impacts on nighttime lighting 
conditions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND7-3 See the response to comment CM1-34. 

 
  



 II-301 Individuals 

IND7 – Barbara Pearson (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND7-4 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted. 

 
  



 II-302 Individuals 

IND8 – Zach Mikhalko 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND8-1 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted.  Also see the responses 
to comments CM1-33 and CM1-34. 

 
  



 II-303 Individuals 

IND9 – Joe Nerone 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND9-1 See the response to comment CM2-69. 

 
  



 II-304 Individuals 

IND10 – Diane Buxbaum 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND10-1 Comment noted.  The purpose and need for the Projects are discussed in 
Section 1.1 of the EIS. 
 

IND10-2 See the response to comment CM1-24. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND10-3 Comment noted.  Also see the responses to comments CM1-33 and CM1-
34. 
 
 
 

IND10-4 See the response to comment CM1-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND10-5 See the response to comment CM1-1. 
 
 

IND10-6 See the response to comment CM1-56. 

 
  



 II-305 Individuals 

IND10 – Diane Buxbaum (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND10-7 See the response to comment CM1-19. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND10-8 See the responses to comments CM1-23, CM1-31, and CM1-79. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND10-9 Comment noted.  Also see the responses to comments CM1-8 and CM1-
50. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND10-10 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-306 Individuals 

IND10 – Diane Buxbaum (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND10-11 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND10-12 Comment noted. 
 
 
 

IND10-13 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CM2-27. 
 
 
 

IND10-14 Transco's CPP, also referred to as a Building Protection Plan, is discussed 
in Sections 4.10.1 and 4.11.3 of the EIS.  Assuming the Projects are 
authorized by the Commission, Transco would be required to comply with 
the CPP as a condition of the Commission's Order.  Also see the response 
to comment CM2-19. 
 
 

IND10-15 See the response to comment CM1-85. 
 
 
 
 

IND10-16 See the response to comment CO11-33.  Environmental inspectors would 
be employed to ensure that all prescribed mitigation measures are 
implemented.  Climate change is discussed in Section 4.13.15 of the EIS.  
Also see the response to comment CM1-6. 

IND10-17 See the response to comment IND2-1. 

 
  



 II-307 Individuals 

IND10 – Diane Buxbaum (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND10-18 See the response to comment CM1-6. 
 
 

IND10-19 Emissions of methane (expressed in units of CO2 equivalent) due to 
construction and operation of the Projects are discussed in Section 4.11.1 
of the EIS.  GHG emissions are discussed in Section 4.11.1.4 of the EIS.  
Air emissions calculations are based on normal operating conditions and 
include fugitive emissions of methane expressed as CO2 equivalent.  

IND10-20 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CM1-24. 

 
  



 II-308 Individuals 

IND11 – J. Capozzelli 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND11-1 Multiple sources of gas would be available to the Projects.  A majority of 
the gas that would be provided to National Grid by the Projects (85 percent 
by volume) is replacement gas that currently is provided to National Grid 
via the existing delivery point in Long Beach.  Also see the response to 
comment CM1-6. 

IND11-2 Comment noted.  The purpose and need for the Projects are discussed in 
Section 1.1 of the EIS. 

IND11-3 See the responses to comments CM1-6 and CM1-21. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IND11-4 The FERC's assessment of energy alternatives in Section 3.2 of the EIS is 
based on our review of many sources of information and includes 
descriptions of current and planned projects in the New York City area.  
Also see the response to comment CM1-67. 

IND11-5 See the response to comment CM1-6. 

 
  



 II-309 Individuals 

IND12 – Karen Orlando 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND12-1 The Section 106 review process for the Projects is discussed in Section 
4.10.1 of the EIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND12-2 See the responses to comments CM1-44 and CM1-34. 

 
  



 II-310 Individuals 

IND12 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND12-3 See the response to comment CM1-34. 

 
  



 II-311 Individuals 

IND12 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-312 Individuals 

IND12 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND12-4 See the response to comment CM2-69. 

 
  



 II-313 Individuals 

IND12 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-314 Individuals 

IND12 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-315 Individuals 

IND13 – Catherine Skopic 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND13-1 See the response to comment CM1-1. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND13-2 See the responses to comments CM1-23, CM1-31, and CM1-53. 
 
 
 

IND13-3 See the response to comment CM1-67. 
 
 

IND13-4 See the response to comment CM1-68. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND13-5 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-316 Individuals 

IND13 – Catherine Skopic (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-317 Individuals 

IND13 – Catherine Skopic (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-318 Individuals 

IND14 – Suzy Winkler 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND14-1 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted.  Also see the response 
to comment CM1-6.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND14-2 Comment noted.  Also see the response to comment CM-71. 

 
 
 

IND14-3 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-319 Individuals 

IND14 – Suzy Winkler (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND14-4 See the response to comment CM1-74. 

 
 
 

IND14-5 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted. 

 
 
 

IND14-6 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CM1-1. 

 
  



 II-320 Individuals 

IND14 – Suzy Winkler (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-321 Individuals 

IND14 – Suzy Winkler (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-322 Individuals 

IND14 – Suzy Winkler (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-323 Individuals 

IND15 – Kristen Boyer 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND15-1 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-324 Individuals 

IND16 – David F. Firestreets 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND16-1 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted.  Impacts on land uses 
are discussed in Section 4.8 of the EIS.  Pipeline safety is discussed in 
Section 4.12 of the EIS.  Renewable energy alternatives are evaluated in 
Section 3.2.2 of the EIS. 
 
 
 
 

IND16-2 Comment noted.  As described in Section 1.2.1 of the EIS, the FERC is 
responsible for evaluating applications it receives from project sponsors 
seeking authorization to construct and operate interstate natural gas 
facilities.  The FERC does not regulate proposals for renewable energy 
projects. 

 
  



 II-325 Individuals 

IND17 – Joseph N. Nerone 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND17-1 Your opposition to the use of the hangars for the M&R facility is noted.  
See the response to comment CM1-34. 

 
  



 II-326 Individuals 

IND18 – Will McEvoy 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND18-1 Alternatives to the proposed Rockaway Project are discussed in 
Section 3.0 of the EIS.  Also see the responses to comments CM1-33 and 
CM1-34. 

 
  



 II-327 Individuals 

IND19 – Sarah Canfield 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND19-1 See the responses to comments CM1-33 and CM1-53. 
 

IND19-2 Comment noted. 
 
 
 

IND19-3 Comment noted.  Impacts on land uses are discussed in Section 4.8 of the 
EIS.  Impacts on water quality are discussed in Section 4.3 of the EIS. 

 
  



 II-328 Individuals 

IND20 – Joseph N. Nerone 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND20-1 The FERC has no control over content posted to the NPS website. 

 
  



 II-329 Individuals 

IND21 – Karen Orlando 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND21-1 The Section 106 process for the Projects is discussed in Section 4.10 of the 
EIS.  Comments from stakeholders on impacts to historic properties will 
be taken into account by the FERC and by the NPS in its Determination of 
Effect for reuse and rehabilitation of the hangars.  See the responses to 
comments CM1-12 and CM1-34. 

 
  



 II-330 Individuals 

IND21 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

IND21-2 Comment noted.  

 
  



 II-331 Individuals 

IND21 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND21-3 See the response to comment CM1-12. 

 
  



 II-332 Individuals 

IND21 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-333 Individuals 

IND22 – Dominick Gibino 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND22-1 Comment noted.  As discussed in Section 4.12 of the EIS, the pipeline and 
aboveground facilities associated with the Projects would be designed, 
constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with or to exceed the 
DOT's Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR Part 192.  These 
regulations, which are intended to protect the public and to prevent natural 
gas facility accidents and failures, include specifications for material 
selection and qualification; minimum design requirements; and protection 
of pipelines from internal, external, and atmospheric corrosion.  Also see 
the responses to comments CM1-8 and CM1-50. 

 
  



 II-334 Individuals 

IND23 – P. Baker 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND23-1 See the responses to comments CM1-19 and CM1-56. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND23-2 See the responses to comments CM1-23, CM1-31, and CM1-53. 

 
  



 II-335 Individuals 

IND23 – P. Baker (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND23-3 See the responses to comments CM1-23, CM1-31, and CM1-53. 
 
 

IND23-4 Comment noted.  Also see the responses to comments CM1-8 and CM1-
50. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND23-5 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND23-6 Comment noted. 
 
 

IND23-7 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 

IND23-8 Comment noted. 
 

IND23-9 See the response to comment CM2-27. 

 
  



 II-336 Individuals 

IND23 – P. Baker (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND23-10 Impacts on the hangar complex at Floyd Bennett Field due to construction 
vibrations are discussed in Section 4.11.3 of the EIS. 

 
  



 II-337 Individuals 

IND24 – Jack David Marcus 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND24-1 See the responses to comments CM1-19 and CM1-56.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND24-2 See the responses to comments CM1-23, CM1-31, and CM1-53. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND24-3 See the responses to comments CM1-23, CM1-31, and CM1-53. 

IND24-4 Comment noted.  Also see the responses to comments CM1-8 and CM1-
50. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND24-5 Comment noted. 
 
 
 

IND24-6 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-338 Individuals 

IND24 – Jack David Marcus (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND24-7 Comment noted. 
 
 

IND24-8 Comment noted. 
 
 

IND24-9 See the response to comment CM2-27. 
 
 
 
 

IND24-10 See the response to comment IND23-10. 

 
  



 II-339 Individuals 

IND25 – Lise Brenner 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND25-1 Your objection is noted.  The Rockaway Project is not an LNG facility.  
Also see the response to comment CM2-33. 

IND25-2 Comment noted.  No portion of the Rockaway Project would be built 
within Jamaica Bay.  

IND25-3 Comment noted.  No portion of the Rockaway Project would be built 
within Jamaica Bay.  

IND25-4 See the response to comment CM1-53. 

IND25-5 The purpose of the Rockaway Project is not to transport LNG.  Also see 
the responses to comments CM1-23, CM1-31, and CM1-53. 

IND25-6 See the response to comment CM1-21. 

IND25-7 See the response to comment CM1-6. 

 
  



 II-340 Individuals 

IND26 – Neil Bleifeld 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND26-1 Comment noted. 

IND26-2 See the response to comment CM1-6. 

IND26-3 See the response to comment CM1-21. 

 
  



 II-341 Individuals 

IND27 – Laurie Chaumont 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND27-1 Your opposition to use of the hangars for the M&R facility is noted. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND27-2 Your opposition to the pipeline route is noted. 

 
  



 II-342 Individuals 

IND28 – Audy Dominguez 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND28-1 Your opposition to use of the hangars for the M&R facility is noted. 
 
 
 

IND28-2 Comment noted.  Impacts on land uses are discussed in Section 4.8 of 
the EIS. 

 
  



 II-343 Individuals 

IND29 – Mark Frist 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND29-1 See the response to comment CM1-14.  Your opposition to use of the 
hangars for the M&R facility is noted.  Impacts on land uses are discussed 
in Section 4.8 of the EIS. 

 
  



 II-344 Individuals 

IND30 – Robert Gold 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND30-1 See the responses to comments CM1-23, CM1-31, and CM1-53. 
 

IND30-2 Comment noted.  See the responses to comments CM1-8 and CM1-50. 
 

IND30-3 Comment noted.  Impacts on special status species are discussed in Section 
4.7 of the EIS. 

IND30-4 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CM1-85. 
 

IND30-5 See the response to comment IND10-19. 

IND30-6 See the response to comment CM1-24. 

 
  



 II-345 Individuals 

IND31 – Fabienne Elie 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND31-1 See the responses to comments CM1-33 and CM1-34. 
 
 

IND31-2 See the responses to comments CM1-23, CM1-31, and CM1-53. 

IND31-3 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CM1-14.  Impacts on land 
uses are discussed in Section 4.8 of the EIS. 

 
  



 II-346 Individuals 

IND32 – Gay H. Snyder 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND32-1 See the response to comment CM1-33.  Impacts on the marine 
environment and wildlife are discussed in Sections 4.3, 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7 
of the EIS. 

 
  



 II-347 Individuals 

IND32 – Gay H. Snyder (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND32-2 See the response to comment CM1-34. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND32-3 See the responses to comments CM1-34 and CM1-44. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND32-4 See the response to comment CM1-12. 

 
  



 II-348 Individuals 

IND32 – Gay H. Snyder (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

IND32-5 See the response to comment CM1-34.  The referenced proposal to 
transform the use of historic buildings located within Sandy Hook’s Fort 
Hancock Historic District is a separate NPS undertaking and is beyond the 
scope of this EIS. 

 
  



 II-349 Individuals 

IND32 – Gay H. Snyder (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-350 Individuals 

IND32 – Gay H. Snyder (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-351 Individuals 

IND32 – Gay H. Snyder (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND32-6 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND32-7 See the responses to comments CM1-40 and CM1-56. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND32-8 Comment noted.  Also see the response to comment CM1-44. 

 
  



 II-352 Individuals 

IND32 – Gay H. Snyder (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND32-9 See the response to comment CM2-27. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND32-10 See the response to comment CM1-11. 
 
 
 

IND32-11 See the responses to comments CM1-11 and CM1-34. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND32-12 See the response to comment IND22-1. 

 
  



 II-353 Individuals 

IND32 – Gay H. Snyder (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

IND32-13 See the response to comment CM1-79. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND32-14 As discussed in Section 4.1.2 of the EIS, geotechnical investigations at the 
M&R facility identified a layer of fill at the surface measuring 
approximately 15 feet thick.  The level of the water table in this area is 
dependent on the tide and may extend into the fill layer for portions of the 
day.  The M&R facility would be built in a previously disturbed, paved 
area that has withstood previous water table fluctuations and flooding 
events (see Section 4.1.4.3 of the EIS).  All of the proposed facilities 
would be designed and constructed in accordance with DOT standards to 
provide adequate protection from washouts, floods, and unstable soils. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND32-15 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted. 

 
  



 II-354 Individuals 

IND32 – Gay H. Snyder (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-355 Individuals 

IND33 – George Casey 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND33-1 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND33-2 Comment noted.  The Rockaway Project does not involve hydraulic 
fracturing. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND33-3 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-356 Individuals 

IND34 – Laurel Girvan 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND34-1 No portion of the Rockaway Project would be built within Jamaica Bay.  
See the responses to comments CM1-19 and CM1-56. 
 
 
 
 

IND34-2 Comment noted.  Also see the response to comment CM1-34. 

 
  



 II-357 Individuals 

IND35 – Kyle Manson 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND35-1 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted.  Impacts on land uses at 
Floyd Bennett Field are discussed in Section 4.8.7 of the EIS. 

 
  



 II-358 Individuals 

IND36 – Brian Porzak 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND36-1 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted.  See the responses to 
comments CM1-6, CM1-21, and CM1-56. 

 
  



 II-359 Individuals 

IND37 – Karen Orlando 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND37-1 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-360 Individuals 

IND37 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-361 Individuals 

IND37 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-362 Individuals 

IND37 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND37-2 See the response to comment CM1-43. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND37-3 Since filing its initial draft resource reports, Transco has filed extensive 
additional supplemental information about the Projects.  This information 
included modifications or changes to the proposed facilities, and responses 
to the FERC's requests for more detail or clarifications.  The FERC staff 
has reviewed and incorporated all of the relevant information into the EIS, 
which accurately describes both Projects.  Also see the responses to 
comments CM1-56, CM1-125, CM2-32, and IND1-2.  See the response to 
comment CM2-56 regarding National Grid's need for the proposed 
services and the response to comment CM1-43 regarding LNG facilities. 

 
 
 

IND37-4 Comment noted.  See the response to comment IND37-3. 

 
  



 II-363 Individuals 

IND37 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND37-5 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CM1-125. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND37-6 See the response to comment CM1-12. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND37-7 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-364 Individuals 

IND37 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND37-8 Comment noted. 
 
 
 

IND37-9 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-365 Individuals 

IND38 – Jessica Hall 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND38-1 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-366 Individuals 

IND39 – Karen Orlando 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND39-1 Transco filed its stakeholder outreach plan on December 20, 2013.  
Information on the plan is provided in Section 4.8.7 of the EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND39-2 Comment noted.  
 
 
 
 

IND39-3 The stakeholder outreach plan is discussed in Section 4.8.7 of the EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND39-4 See Section 4.12.1 of the EIS.  The risk assessment is an internal NPS 
document that has not been released to the public. 

 
  



 II-367 Individuals 

IND39 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND39-5 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND39-6 Any public outreach plan required for construction activities at Floyd 
Bennett Field would be at the discretion of the NPS. 
 
 
 

IND39-7 The contents of any public outreach plan required for construction 
activities at Floyd Bennett Field would be at the discretion of the NPS. 

 
  



 II-368 Individuals 

IND40 – Kelly Cummins 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND40-1 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted. 

 
  



 II-369 Individuals 

IND41 – Brian Rivera 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND41-1 See the response to comment CM1-14. 
 
 
 

IND41-2 Your opposition to the use of the hangars for the M&R facility is noted. 

 
  



 II-370 Individuals 

IND42 – Jason Rosenfeld 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND42-1 See the response to comment CM1-34. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND42-2 See the response to comment CM1-31. 

 
  



 II-371 Individuals 

IND43 – Karen Orlando 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND43-1 See the response to comment CM1-43.  The Port Ambrose Project was 
included in our assessment of cumulative impacts in Section 4.13 of the 
EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND43-2 The Port Ambrose Project and the capacity of the Lower New York Bay 
Lateral to receive the volumes proposed by the Port Ambrose Project, 
including any modifications that might be necessary to do so, are not the 
subject of this EIS.  Also see the responses to comments CM1-43 and 
IND43-1.   

 
  



 II-372 Individuals 

IND43 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND43-3 See the responses to comments CM1-43, IND43-1, and IND43-2.   

 
  



 II-373 Individuals 

IND43 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND43-4 See the responses to comments CM1-43, IND43-1, and IND43-2.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND43-5 See the response to comment CM1-43.   

 
  



 II-374 Individuals 

IND43 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND43-6 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CM1-43.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND43-7 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-375 Individuals 

IND43 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-376 Individuals 

IND44 – Eleanor Preiss 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND44-1 Comment noted.  Also see the responses to comments CM1-8 and 
CM1-50. 

 
  



 II-377 Individuals 

IND45 – Tykalil 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND45-1 Your opposition to use of the hangars for the M&R facility is noted. 

 
  



 II-378 Individuals 

IND46 – Jacquelyn DiMitri 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND46-1 Your opposition is noted.  See the response to comment CM1-14.  Land 
use impacts are discussed in Section 4.8 of the EIS. 

 
  



 II-379 Individuals 

IND47 – Marietta Abram 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND47-1 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-380 Individuals 

IND48 – Kim Fraczek 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND48-1 Comment noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND48-2 See the response to comment CM1-1. 

 
  



 II-381 Individuals 

IND49 – Noah Barth 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND49-1 Impacts on shoreline habitats would be avoided by installing the pipeline 
under the shoreline using the HDD construction method.  Impacts on fish 
are discussed in Sections 4.5 and 4.6 of the EIS.  
 

IND49-2 See the responses to comments CM1-8 and CM1-11. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND49-3 The purpose and need for the Projects are discussed in Section 1.1 of the 
EIS.  See the response to comment CM1-24. 

 
  



 II-382 Individuals 

IND50 – Anthony Tinervia 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND50-1 Comment noted.  Impacts on historic resources, including those at Floyd 
Bennett Field, are discussed in Section 4.10.1 of the EIS.  Impacts on land 
uses at Floyd Bennett Field are discussed in Section 4.8.7 of the EIS.  
Impacts on air quality are discussed in Section 4.11.1 of the EIS.  Safety is 
discussed in Section 4.12 of the EIS.  See the response to comment CM1-
14.  

 
  



 II-383 Individuals 

IND51 – Craig Brookes 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND51-1 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-384 Individuals 

IND52 – David Plimpton 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND52-1 Comment noted.  Impacts on marine species, including fish, are discussed 
in Sections 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7.1 of the EIS.  Impacts on fisheries are 
discussed in Sections 4.8.4 and 4.9.6 of the EIS.  Impacts on historic 
resources are discussed in Section 4.10.1 of the EIS. 

 
  



 II-385 Individuals 

IND53 – Anonymous 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND53-1 Comment noted.  Impacts on historic resources are discussed in Section 
4.10.1 of the EIS.  Impacts on land uses are discussed in Section 4.8.  See 
the response to comment CM1-14.  
 
 

IND53-2 Comment noted.  Impacts on historic resources are discussed in Section 
4.10.1 of the EIS.  Impacts on land uses are discussed in Section 4.8 of the 
EIS.  See the response to comment CM1-14.  

 
  



 II-386 Individuals 

IND54 – Carroll Messimen 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND54-1 Comment noted.   
 
 
 

IND54-2 See the response to comment CM1-14.  

 
  



 II-387 Individuals 

IND55 – A. Farrington 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND55-1 A discussion of impacts on land uses and visual resources is provided in 
Section 4.8 of the EIS. 

IND55-2 See the response to comment CM1-1. 

 
  



 II-388 Individuals 

IND56 – Anne Hunter 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND56-1 See the responses to comments CM1-34 and CM1-44. 

 
  



 II-389 Individuals 

IND57 – Dave D. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND57-1 The purpose and need for the Projects are discussed in Section 1.1 of 
the EIS. 

 
  



 II-390 Individuals 

IND58 – Afterparty Jones 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND58-1 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-391 Individuals 

IND59 – Gladys Paulsen 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND59-1 See the response to comment CM1-21.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND59-2 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-392 Individuals 

IND60 – William Sharfman 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND60-1 See the response to comment CM1-53. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND60-2 See the response to comment CM1-21. 
 
 
 
 

IND60-3 Comment noted.  Pipeline safety is discussed in Section 4.12 of the EIS. 

 
  



 II-393 Individuals 

IND61 – Edith Kantrowitz 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND61-1 See the response to comment CM1-1. 
 
 
 

IND61-2 See the response to comment CM1-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND61-3 See the responses to comments CM1-1 and CM1-14.  

 
  



 II-394 Individuals 

IND62 – Anita Dutt 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND62-1 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CM1-21.  No portion of the 
Rockaway Project would cross the Hudson River.   

 
  



 II-395 Individuals 

IND63 – Karen Orlando 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND63-1 The Section 106 process for the Projects is discussed in Section 4.10 of the 
EIS. 

 
 
 
 
 

IND63-2 Comment noted.  The NPS will decide whether or not to lease the hangars 
to Transco. 

 
  



 II-396 Individuals 

IND63 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND63-3 Comment noted.  As discussed in Section 3.5 of the EIS, we evaluated 
several alternative sites for the M&R facility.  Also see the response to 
comment CM1-12. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND63-4 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 

IND63-5 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-397 Individuals 

IND63 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 II-398 Individuals 

IND64 – Rachel Scarano 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND64-1 See the responses to comments CM1-6 and CM1-21. 

 
 
  



 II-399 Individuals 

IND65 – Rhoda Seet-Taylor 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND65-1 See the responses to comments CM1-6 and CM1-21. 
 
 
 

IND65-2 See the response to comment CM1-74. 

 
  



 II-400 Individuals 

IND66 – Carol Scott 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND66-1 See the response to comment CM1-21.   

 
 
  



 II-401 Individuals 

IND67 – R. Andre 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND67-1 Your opposition to use of the hangars for the M&R facility is noted. 

 
  



 II-402 Individuals 

IND68 – LizAnne Mazal 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND68-1 Your opposition to use of the hangars for the M&R facility is noted. 

 
  



 II-403 Individuals 

IND69 – Nicole Daly 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND69-1 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted.  See the response to 
comment CM1-8.  Pipeline safety is discussed in Section 4.12 of the EIS.  
Impacts on NPS lands are discussed throughout the EIS. 

 
  



 II-404 Individuals 

IND70 – Melanie Frazier 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND70-1 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted. 

 
  



 II-405 Individuals 

IND71 – Michelle Kaplan 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND71-1 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted.  The Projects do not 
involve hydraulic fracturing. 
 
 
 

IND71-2 See the response to comment CM1-21.   
 

IND71-3 Pipeline safety is discussed in Section 4.12 of the EIS.  See the response to 
comment CM1-8. 
 

IND71-4 The Rockaway Project does not cross a wildlife refuge.  The Projects do 
not involve hydraulic fracturing. 

 
  



 II-406 Individuals 

IND72 – Kaylee Knowles 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND72-1 See the response to comment CM1-21.   

 
  



 II-407 Individuals 

IND73 – Erica Velis 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND73-1 Your opposition to use of the hangars for the M&R facility is noted.  
Impacts on visual resources are discussed in Section 4.8.8 of the EIS. 

 
  



 II-408 Individuals 

IND74 – Robert Malfucci 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND74-1 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted.  See the response to 
comment CM1-34. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND74-2 The Rockaway Project does not involve hydraulic fracturing.  See the 
response to comment CM1-21. 
 
 

IND74-3 Comment noted.  Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in Section 
3.2.2 of the EIS. 

 
  



 II-409 Individuals 

IND75 – Yohan Sayer 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND75-1 Your opposition to use of the hangars for the M&R facility is noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND75-2 See the responses to comments CM1-14 and CM1-146. 

 
  



 II-410 Individuals 

IND76 – Jaan Kangur 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND76-1 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted.  HR 2606 was signed 
into law in November 2012.  The Rockaway Project does not involve 
hydraulic fracturing.   

 
  



 II-411 Individuals 

IND77 – Raymond Murphy 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND77-1 The purpose and need for the Projects are discussed in Section 1.1 of 
the EIS. 

 
  



 II-412 Individuals 

IND78 – Elliot Figman 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND78-1 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted.  See the response to 
comment CM1-21.   

 
  



 II-413 Individuals 

IND79 – Sacha Moore 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND79-1 Your opposition to use of NPS lands for the Rockaway Project is noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND79-2 Comment noted.  Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in Section 
3.2.2 of the EIS. 

 
  



 II-414 Individuals 

IND80 – Galicia Outes 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND80-1 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted.  Multiple sources of gas 
would be available to the Projects.  Energy conservation and increased 
energy efficiency alternatives are discussed in Section 3.2.2 of the EIS. 
 

IND80-2 See the responses to comments CM1-19 and CM1-56. 
 
 
 
 

IND80-3 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted.  Impacts on EFH are 
discussed in Section 4.6.3.2 of the EIS.  Impacts on marine mammals are 
discussed in Section 4.5.2.2 of the EIS.  Impacts on threatened and 
endangered species are discussed in Section 4.7 of the EIS.  Impacts on 
birds are discussed in Sections 4.5.2.3, 4.5.2.4, 4.5.3, 4.7.1.5, and 4.7.5 of 
the EIS.   

IND80-4 The Rockaway Project would not affect residential areas.  Pipeline safety 
is discussed in Section 4.12 of the EIS.  The inspection interval complies 
with the DOT's Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR Part 192. 

IND80-5 See the response to comment CM1-8. 
 

IND80-6 See the response to comment CM2-19. 

 
  



 II-415 Individuals 

IND81 – Leyana Dessauer 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND81-1 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted.  Pipeline safety is 
discussed in Section 4.12 of the EIS.  Air quality impacts are discussed in 
Section 4.11.1 of the EIS. 

 
  



 II-416 Individuals 

IND82 – Sylvia Rodriguez 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND82-1 See the response to comment CM1-21.   

 
  



 II-417 Individuals 

IND83 – Melissa Plotnick 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND83-1 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project and to use of the hangars for the 
M&R facility is noted. 
 
 

IND83-2 Water quality impacts are discussed in Section 4.3.2 of the EIS. 

 
  



 II-418 Individuals 

IND84 – Anonymous 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND84-1 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project is noted.  Renewable energy 
alternatives are discussed in Section 3.2.2 of the EIS.  The impact of the 
Rockaway Project on employment is discussed in Section 4.9.1 of the EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND84-2 Your opposition to use of the hangars for the M&R facility is noted.   

 
  



 II-419 Individuals 

IND85 – Abigail Chapin 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND85-1 Your opposition to use of the hangars for the M&R facility is noted.   
 
 
 
 

IND85-2 Comment noted.  Socioeconomic impacts are discussed in Section 4.9.  
Also see Section 4.8.7 of the EIS for a discussion of land use impacts in 
the GNRA. 

 
 
  



 II-420 Individuals 

IND86 – Hilary Olesen 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND86-1 Your opposition to use of NPS lands for the Rockaway Project is noted. 
 
 
 
 

IND86-2 See the response to comment CM1-14.  
 
 
 
 

IND86-3 Air quality impacts are discussed in Section 4.11.1 of the EIS. 

 
  



 II-421 Individuals 

IND87 – Taylor Kim 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND87-1 See the response to comment CM1-146. 

 
  



 II-422 Individuals 

IND88 – Noah Landes 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND88-1 See the response to comment CM1-1.  Your opposition to use of the 
hangars for the M&R facility is noted. 
 
 
 
 

IND88-2 See the responses to comments CM1-14 and CM1-146.  

 
  



 II-423 Individuals 

IND89 – Jean Lowry Conelli 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND89-1 Your opposition to use of the hangars for the M&R facility is noted.   
 
 
 

IND89-2 Impacts on recreation at Rockaway Beach due to construction and 
operation of the Rockaway Project are discussed in Section 4.8.7 of the 
EIS. 

 
  



 II-424 Individuals 

IND90 – Halina Marki-Lysik 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND90-1 Your opposition to use of the hangars for the M&R facility is noted. 
 
 
 

IND90-2 See the response to comment CM1-14.  

 
  



 II-425 Individuals 

IND91 – Ron Gottschack 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND91-1 Your opposition to the Rockaway Project and to use of the hangars for the 
M&R facility is noted.  See the response to comment CM1-33. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND91-2 Your opposition to summer construction is noted. 

 
  



 II-426 Individuals 

IND92 – Collin Beavan 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND92-1 Your opposition to use of NPS lands for the Rockaway Project is noted. 

 
  



 II-427 Individuals 

IND93 – Daniel Orme 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND93-1 Your opposition to use of the hangars for the M&R facility is noted.  
Impacts on fisheries are discussed in Sections 4.5 and 4.6 of the EIS.  
Impacts on water quality are discussed in Section 4.3.2 of the EIS.  See the 
response to comment CM1-33. 

 
  



 II-428 Individuals 

IND94 – David Vigil 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND94-1 Your opposition to use of the hangars for the M&R facility is noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND94-2 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CM1-33. 

 
  



 II-429 Individuals 

IND95 – J. Nerone 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND95-1 Comment noted.   

 
  



 II-430 Individuals 

IND96 – Barbara Pearson 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND96-1 See the response to comment CM1-14.  

 
  



 II-431 Individuals 

IND97 – Karen Orlando 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND97-1 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CM1-34. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND97-2 Comment noted. 

 
 
 
 
 

IND97-3 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-432 Individuals 

IND97 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND97-4 Comment noted.  The FERC considers all comments from stakeholders in 
complying with NEPA and Section 106 of the NHPA. 

 
 
 

IND97-5 Comment noted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND97-6 Comment noted. 

 
  



 II-433 Individuals 

IND97 – Karen Orlando (cont’d) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IND97-7 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CM1-12. 

 
 
 
 
 

IND97-8 Comment noted.  The FERC considers all comments from stakeholders in 
complying with NEPA and Section 106 of the NHPA. 

 
 
 
 

IND97-9 Comment noted.  See the response to comment CM1-34. 

 
  



 II-434 Individuals 

IND98 – Mellissa Morrone 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND98-1 See the response to comment CM1-21.   

 
  



 II-435 Individuals 

IND99 – Ling Tsou 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND99-1 See the response to comment CM1-21.   

 
  



 II-436 Individuals 

IND100 – Barbara Pearson 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND100-1 If the Commission issues a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity (Certificate) to Transco, the Order Issuing Certificate could 
include conditions that Transco obtain certain agency approvals prior to 
construction.  Also see the response to comment 
CO11-4. 
 
 
 
 

IND100-2 HR 2606 is not the subject of this EIS. 

 
  



 II-437 Individuals 

IND101 – Ann Bassen 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
IND101-1 Comment noted.  Pipeline safety is discussed in Section 4.12 of the EIS. 

 
 

 

IND101-2 Comment noted.  As discussed in Sections 4.6.3, 4.6.4, 4.6.5, and 4.6.6 of 

the EIS, the Rockaway Project is not expected to result in adverse long 

term impacts on EFH. 

IND101-3 Comment noted.  Land use impacts at Rockaway Beach are discussed in 
Section 4.8.7 of the EIS. 

 

  



 II-438 Individuals 

IND102 –Katie Flint 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
IND102-1 Your opposition to use of NPS lands for the Rockaway Project is noted. 

 

 
 

IND102-2 Your opposition to summer construction is noted. 

 

  



 II-439 Individuals 

IND103 – John Majorino 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
IND103-1 Comment noted.  Potential impacts on Rockaway Beach are discussed 

throughout the EIS.  Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in 

Section 3.2.2 of the EIS. 

 

  



 II-440 Individuals 

IND104 – Karen Orlando 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
IND104-1 See the response to comment CM1-12. 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

IND104-2 See the response to comment CM1-12. 
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